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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 39, 41 , and 43-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crake (US 2,334,992) in view of Moore et al. (US 3,628,336) and 
White (US 5,188,484). Regarding claim 39, Crake discloses a barge-type drilling 
platform. The vessel comprises a hull having a bow, stern, port side panel, starboard 
side panel, and periphery. Each side panel has a vertically extending opening at recess 
(17). The vessel comprises a plurality if legs (16) that are attached to the hull and 
vertically moveable relative to the hull. Each leg has a pad (15) attached thereto. Each 
leg has a hydraulic jacking mechanism (19) that creates the vertical movement. There 
are two legs next to the bow and two legs closer to the stern. The hull has recesses 
(17) that the pads are disposed in when the legs are lifted to the uppermost position. 
Crake shows one embodiment, figure 7, where the pads extend laterally beyond the hull 
perimeter through the vertical opening of recess (17). Each recess has a front opening 
that is located in a plane coincident with the bottom of the hull near the forward most 
end of the recess. This front opening can communicate with the vertical side opening. 
Crake does not disclose that the vessel is self propelled. Moore shows a drilling 
platform similar to that of Crake. The platform is used for offshore drilling and has 
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vertically extendable legs attached to the hull with a pad attached to each leg. Moore, 
however, shows that the drilling platform can be equipped with a propeller. Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the invention of Crake by providing the vessel with a propeller. The 
motivation would be to allow the vessel to be self-propelled thereby eliminating the need 
for an extra vessel to tow the drilling vessel. 

3. Still regarding claim 39, Crake shows one pair of legs next to one end of the 
barge (the right end of the barge as shown in figures 1 -3), while the other pair is closer 
to the center of the barge. White shows a drilling platform similar to that of Crake. The 
platform is used for offshore drilling and has vertically extendable legs attached to the 
hull with a pad attached to each leg. White, however, shows that the legs are arranged 
such that two legs are next to the stern. The precise location of the aft legs is not 
assigned any criticality in either Crake or White, and Crake suggests that the legs may 
be moved for the purpose of optimizing deck space (see figure 7). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the invention of Crake by moving the aft legs closer to the stern. The 
motivation would be to optimize deck space. Crake does not disclose which end of the 
barge is the bow and which is the stern; but Crake as modified in view of White would 
have legs next to both the bow and stern. 

4. Regarding claims 41 and 43, it can be seen from the figures of Crake that each 
pad is roughly the same size. 
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5. Regarding claim 45, Crake shows the pads are below the waterline when in the 
uppermost position. 

6. Regarding claims 44, 46, and 47, Crake discloses that the pads are buoyant. As 
such, they will necessarily contribute to the aggregate buoyancy of the hull when in the 
recessed position. It is known to use this type of vessel in salt water, and therefore 
would be obvious to make the pads buoyant in salt water. 

7. Claims 40 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Crake in view of Moore and White as applied to claim 39 above, and further in view 
of Buckley et al. (US 2,308,743) and Nunley (US 5,190,410). Regarding claim 40, 
Crake discloses a pad size such that the total surface area of the pads is less than 30% 
of the deck area. Bulkley discloses a different total pad surface area that is also less 
than 30% of the deck area. Bulkley teaches in lines 39-42 that the pad size may be 
increased in accordance with the load to be supported. It is well known in the art to 
have pads of all sizes, ranging from a spike-ended spud to a pad that is larger than the 
deck area as shown by Nunley. Based upon the teaching of Bulkley and the disclosure 
of Nunley, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the vessel of Crake by making the pads of a 
size such that the total pad surface area was greater than 30% of the deck area. The 
motivation would be to construct the pads in accordance with an anticipated load that 
would require more support area. 

8. Regarding claim 42, from the teaching of Bulkley, one skilled in the art would be 
motivated to size the pads in accordance with the load to be supported. Therefore it 
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would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the vessel of Crake by making the pads of a size such that 
the pads exert a pressure of less than 7 p.s.i. on the sea floor. The motivation would be 
to construct the pads to optimize design parameters such as strength-to-weight ratio of 
the legs and pads and size of the pads. 

9. Claims 58, 60, 62, 63, 65, and 67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crake (US 2,334,992) in view of Gunther, Jr. et al. (US 4,652,177) 
and Sholl et al. (US 4,846,357). Regarding claim 58, Crake discloses a barge-type 
drilling platform. The vessel comprises a hull having a bow, stern, port side panel, 
starboard side panel, and periphery. Each side panel has a vertically extending 
opening at recess (17). The vessel comprises a plurality if legs (16) that are attached to 
the hull and vertically moveable relative to the hull. Each leg has a pad (15) attached 
thereto. Each leg has a hydraulic jacking mechanism (19) that creates the vertical 
movement. There are two legs next to the bow and two legs closer to the stern. The 
hull has recesses (17) that the pads are disposed in when the legs are lifted to the 
uppermost position. Crake shows one embodiment, figure 7, where the pads extend 
laterally beyond the hull perimeter through the vertical opening of recess (17). Each 
recess has a front opening that is located in a plane coincident with the bottom of the 
hull near the forward most end of the recess. This front opening can communicate with 
the vertical side opening. Crake does not disclose that the vessel is self propelled. 
Gunther shows a boat similar to that of Crake. The Gunther boat has vertically 
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extendable legs attached to the hull with a pad attached to each leg. Gunther, however, 
teaches that the boat can be self propelled. The skilled artisan would recognize that 
self propulsion would eliminating the need for an extra tow vessel. Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the invention of Crake by providing the vessel with a propeller. 

10. Still regarding claim 58, Crake shows four legs that appear to be equidistant from 
the hull longitudinal centerline. Gunther and Sholl both show that a lift boat can be 
provided with a single leg at the stern behind the engine room. The skilled artisan will 
recognize that using one stern leg instead of two would reduce the cost of producing 
and maintaining the boat by reducing the number of moving parts. Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to further modify the invention of Crake by replacing the two stern legs with one 
stern leg located behind the engine room as taught by Gunther and Sholl. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 60, it can be seen from the figures of Crake and Sholl that each 
pad is roughly the same size. 

12. Regarding claim 63, Crake shows the pads are below the waterline when in the 
uppermost position. 

13. Regarding claims 62 and 65, Crake discloses that the pads are buoyant. As 
such, they will necessarily contribute to the aggregate buoyancy of the hull when in the 
recessed position. It is known to use this type of vessel in salt water, and therefore 
would be obvious to make the pads buoyant in salt water. 
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14. Regarding claim 67, Gunther teaches self-propelled. It is known to use 
propellers for providing propulsion to boats, and therefore would have been obvious to 
use a propeller on the modified invention of Crake. 

15. Claims 59 and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Crake in view of Gunther and Sholl as applied to claim 58 above, and further in 
view of Buckley et al. (US 2,308,743) and Nunley (US 5,190,410). Regarding claim 59, 
Crake discloses a pad size such that the total surface area of the pads is less than 30% 
of the deck area. Bulkley discloses a different total pad surface area that is also less 
than 30% of the deck area. Bulkley teaches in lines 39-42 that the pad size may be 
increased in accordance with the load to be supported. It is well known in the art to 
have pads of all sizes, ranging from a spike-ended spud to a pad that is larger than the 
deck area as shown by Nunley. Based upon the teaching of Bulkley and the disclosure 
of Nunley, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the vessel of Crake by making the pads of a 
size such that the total pad surface area was greater than 30% of the deck area. The 
motivation would be to construct the pads in accordance with an anticipated load that 
would require more support area. 

16. Regarding claim 61 , from the teaching of Bulkley, one skilled in the art would be 
motivated to size the pads in accordance with the load to be supported. Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the vessel of Crake by making the pads of a size such that 
the pads exert a pressure of less than 7 p.s.i. on the sea floor. The motivation would be 
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to construct the pads to optimize design parameters such as strength-to-weight ratio of 
the legs and pads and size of the pads. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

17. Claims 68 and 70 are allowed. 

Response to Arguments 

18. Applicant's arguments filed 3/4/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant first argues that neither Crake nor White nor Buckley discloses a 
self propelled hull (Remarks of 3/4/05, page 6). This is not persuasive. Regarding 
claim 39, Moore ('336) shows that it would have been obvious to provide Crake with a 
propeller. Regarding claim 58, Gunther ('177) shows that it would have been obvious to 
provide Crake with a propeller. Therefore applicant's argument is not persuasive. 

19. Applicant next argues that Gunther and Sholl teach away from the present 
invention because they show outrigger/outboard supports and do not show recesses in 
the hull (Remarks, page 6). This is not persuasive. First, Gunther and Sholl are not 
used to teach the recesses in the hull - Crake discloses the recesses in the hull. 
Gunther is used to show a propeller. Gunther and Sholl are used to show that a single 
aft pad can be used instead of two aft pads. Second , while Gunther and Sholl do 
indeed show outrigger/outboard supports, a mere showing does not necessarily teach 
away from another configuration. Gunther and Sholl do not attach any criticality to the 
outrigger/outboard configuration that would lead one to believe that they teach away 
from the recessed configuration shown by Crake. Therefore applicant's argument is not 
persuasive. 
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Conclusion 

20. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

21 . Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to examiner 
Andrew D. Wright at telephone number 571-272-6690. The examiner can normally be 
reached Monday-Friday from 9:00 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, S. Joe Morano, can be reached at 571-272-6684. The fax number for 
official communications is 703-872-9306. The fax number directly to the examiner for 
unofficial communications is 571-273-6690. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Andrew D. Wright 


Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3617 



